
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND
CITY COUNCIL

FROM: Del D. Borgsdorf
Harry S. Mavrogenes

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW DATE: March 4, 2004

SUPPLEMENTAL

COUNCIL DISTRICT: J
SNI AREA: None

SUBJECT: PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TITLE 20, THE DOWNTOWN ZONING
REGULATIONS

REASON FOR SUPPLE:MENTAL

Three changes have been proposed to the previously proposed amendment to the Downtown
zoning regulations as follows:

1. Modifications to provisions dealing with 'development near historic properties; and,
2. Modifications to the parking provisions to conform to the Council adopted Parking

Management Plan; and,
3. Modifications to the parking provisions dealing with retail development.

RECO:M:MENDA TION

It is recommended that the City Council adopt an ordinance amending Title 20, the Zoning
Regulations, related to the Downtown area with the following revisions proposed since the
Planning Commission review and recommendation:

2.

Deletion of the proposed provisions precluding Historic Landmarks Commission review
and comment on projects less than 150 feet and a Floor Area Ratio (fAR) of less than

6:1.
Miscellaneous modifications to the parking provisions to conform to the City Council's
adopted Parking Management Plan, including a provision establishing a Parking In-Lieu

Fee.
Granting the Director of Planning, Bwlding, and Code Enforcement (PBCE) the authority
to require retail developments that have reduced parking requirements to identify where
their parking will be located and to require additional parking if no parking can be

identified.

3,

COUNCIL AGENDA: 3-16-04
ITEM: I }}O/

CAPrrAL OF SIliCON VALLEY
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BACKGROUND

On October 8, 2003, the Planning Commission held a public hearing tI
ordinance to modify the Downtown Zoning regulations. The PBCE D
approval of the proposed ordinance. The Planning Commission voted
James, Dhillon absent) to recommend that the City Council adopt the t
staff. A memo to the City Council detailing the Planning CommissioIJ

0 

consider the proposed
irector recommended
5-0-2 (Commissionersordinance 

as presented byI 
hearing is attached.

ANAL YSIS

In the months since the draft ordinance was set for hearing, staff from
Agency and from Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement have bee
public input. The recommended modifications to the zoning code refll

both the Redevelopment
:n soliciting additional
ect that public input.

The first proposed change from what the Planning Commission revie~
the draft ordinance amending Title 20 Section 20.70.110. The propos.
20.70.110CE), which would have precluded the Historic Landmarks C<
reviewing smaller developments (less than 150 feet in height and a FA
a Historic District or Historic Landmark, unless required to obtain a H
Permit. By deleting this provision, the PBCE Director would determiI
referred to the Ill..C for its review. The HLC Development Stibcommj
item.

led 

relates to a change to
il is to delete Section
)mmission (HLC) fromR 

of 6) within 100 feet of..istoric 
Preservation (HP)Ie 

when a project would belttee 
recommended this

Additionally, it is proposed to delete Section 20.70.110(B) in the versi
Planning Commission, which would have required new construction ~
District or Historic Landmark to be consistent w.ith applicable guidelir
now be dealt with as part of an expansion of the Downtown Historic r:
are to be presented to the Council later this year and which will includl
development near landmark buildings aild districts.

on reviewed by the
"ithin 100 feet of a Historicles. 

This provision willlesign 
Guidelines, whiche 

additional provisions on

The second proposed change to the draft ordinance amending Title 20
to the parking provisions to more accurately reflect the recommendati(
Management Plan that was recently adopted by the City Council. In ac
Lieu fee is included in the zoning ordinance for the Downtown ParkinJ
While the In-Lieu fee was already established in the City's codes, incll
District's section will help clarify the use of the In-Lieu Fee in the dow
also ensure that the provisions of the In-Lieu requirement, which requj
into the parking fund if they cannot meet all of their parking requirem(
the permit stage of a project.

includes technical changes)ns 
in the Parkingjdition, 

the Parking In-g 
Management District.lding 

it in the Downtown'ntown. 
This change will

re developers to pay a fee~nts, 
are dealt with during

~
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nions

The third, and final, modification to the draft ordinance amending Titl
that would require proposed retail development that does not provide:
for the project to identify alternative parking or, absent the ability to p]
grant the PBCE Director the authority to impose additional parking Ie<

e 

20 includes provisionsill 
of the parking necessaryrovide 

alternative parking,luirements 
for the project.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

In addition to the original public noticing done on September 21,2003
notices for the larger rezoning published in the San Jose Mercury New
and occupants within 1,000 feet of the 389 gross-acre area, a new publ
published in the San Jose Mercury News on March 7,2004, and mailel
within 1,000 feet of the current area proposed to be rezoned. Included
question and answer sheet to help individuals understand how the prof
affect them. On February 18,2004, Joseph Horwedel, Deputy Directo:
Downtown Association and the Historic Landmarks Coffimission Dev(
discuss the proposed rezoning.

, including public hearing
sand mailed to owners
ichearing notice wasd 

to owners and occupants
in the mailed notice was alOsal 

mayor may notr 
of PBCE, met with the

~lopment Subcommittee to

Additionally, PBCE has the staff reports and draft ordinance posted on
reVIew.

it's website for public

COORDINATION

Preparation of this report was coordinated with the Redevelopment Ag

ency's 

General Counsel.

CEOA

The environmental impacts of this project were addressed by a "Final I
2020 General Plan EIR," which was certified on August 16, 1994, by tI
Council Resolution No. 65459.

~IR" 

entitled, "San Jose1e 
City of San Jose, City

~

,/

Director~~~~~~~~=-
City Manager

HARRYS.MAVJ
Interim Executive

Attachment
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RECOMMENDATION

Staff from the Department ofpjanning, Building and Code Enforcem
Agency rec,oJIlffiend to the Planni~g Co~ission to fo~ar~ to the Ci
recommendation. appro.ving. t~e proposed ordinance amending Chapte

Do\~to~ri Z6mrig~e~~_~ti?~s,.as p~esen!e~ ~y sta~f. .'-.::-', -, .;: -..i.' -; ,. '

.' ; .

ent and the Redevelopment

ty Collnci,l a.,:
~r 20.70 of Title 20, the

" _."...

,... ,....: 
--:::.. ~ -, -;-:- :;:. .-.

~-. -~ACKGROUND.
-::-:. i. .

ncludes 

Chapter 29-.70..fue 
(:;iryCouncillIi'19~7,31. 

,.:.-. , ...:., -.

:" The cu.rr.ent Zomng Code, Title 20 oftJ1e.S.an Jose Municipal Code,i:
.DowntoWn Zoning Reg"Ulitions. These regulations were adopted by .

and carried through the Zoning Code Upda.te adopted in February 201

Although r"egulations were established for Do\vntown zoning district~
Downtown Core had ever been rezoned utilizing these districts. Whe
Di~tricts were: ado~te~ into th:: Code,.Councilhad directed .the R~dev
develop historic preserVation 'guidelines tote used for projects in clo
histori.c .cti.stricts. Onc~ t?:.guidelines were developed, the Do\vn~o~

;, no propertie~ in !he "

:n -the Do\Vi1to\vn Zoning
'e)opment Agency~o -~" .--;
se proximity t.o"an.d: in th~
n Zoning Districts could be

S J..-;., -" .:;:'

-~.. £d~:~,:~: ;;::.,'-"
CAPITAL OF SIUCON VALLEY ,.' -'. -.'. .' ':...'. ..' " :"" ..': :"." :".". .-." '" .'

_:':':.",,:,.; ~::':'--': ,;._,.:.--~~-:,;:-:..;~:,;.;.;";:

.-;..TO: PLANNING C<?MMISSI~N :.
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.utilized. hi the.lnterirn,--the CG Commercial General zoning districts were retained for the

majority oftheI?o~t~\yn CoFe, even though they were tailored more:f,?~.~~e s~bur~~,f?i.m of.
: c, c.onimerclal deye.lopment..from botJ1 a use and development regu1al1ons- _sta:i:idpQint:~~e<;:ai.ise the
y. :deveiop~~ntregUlation~ oftheCG zorung ~istrict do not.re-fi;c't an u~qan fOIm~ in May of2001?

.the City Council adopteq an ordinance reinstating the previous de'\le1opment standards of the C-~;
.zoning 4_istri.ct for the po!~to:~;Coie. What t~s .inean~ is that the current 'zoning regU~ati.ons

cove~g ~th~ rilaj ont)!' of ,~e Downtown Core are th~cu:rrent CG C )mmercial General dlstnct us(~

reguliti9ns \~i~ ~~e G~3 .development regulations; includmg setbac K, height, etc. th~t were inplace onF~b~ary 18,2,001. .

-

...
Additionally, the Hist°:-ic Guidelines have been presented to tbe. City Council and may sobnbe

.' .adopted with,some changesprevio-usly directed by City CoUncil. l'he Downto\Yn Zoning..' .

Regula~ioris; ho\yever,Teflect a.time past and need to be amended !o reflect cUrrent p.olicy
.directiox:i. on development ill the Do\vntown. :J1Ie Redevelopment J\.gency and Department of .

PlaIU1iI1;g, Building and Code Enforcementstaffhave worke.d close v togeth.er:to propose
modifications to the Do\vnt.o\vn Zoning Regulations that wO"\.lld eff~ct.ively promote..the Ci~y' s
goai of an urban high-density do\vntown, uses that are a critic ai- anCL necessary part of an active
and successful downtown, as well as the smart growth policies ofb.ansit oriented, mixed-use

-..development including housing, retail and office. ' -.

The-propose:d regulations are designed ~o meet the goal.ofthe May(
iinpr_ove and stre~line the. ~~velo:pment.proce?s. Th.eY are.also de
development. process more understandable to the general public by
.uses that are consistent with the General Plan and the plans and. dev
including the Strategy 2000 Plan that have been developed for the (J

>rarid 

City Council tosIgned 
to make.the .establishing 

a certainty for
elopment objectives
owntoWll.

ANALYSIS
.. ' .

' .",' ' Thecurr:ent Do\vntownzoning regulatioh~ ~clude.three zoning 4es

Q .t'rimary CoIIili1ercial, DR Downto\vn Prim'C:r"f Residential, and PR(

Conservation. These districts .are limited. t6-theDownto\"Vn Core. ar(

by Julian Street; Route 87, the U:nionPacific Railway, and Market ~

amendment w°':ll~ be applicable to the sarriearea as the existing Do

the number and structure'ofthe proposed districts includes sub.stanr

districts and regulations are desigried to promote the City's Sma~. G

bigh:"density~m.i~ed.-;use ~ev~lopnients thai support a vibrant 24~hOt

.the regulations1:lave been strricture~ to':ehco~rage a pedestrian men<
of mass transit. ', :.:-;'

~

gna~iC?ns, DC Do\vntown .: 
Do\vnto\Yn ResidentIal .-:a 
as well as the area bounded:treet. 

The proposed ...
\vnto\vn ~i~t.ricts; ho~~ver,.
ve. changes. The proposed

rQ~g p<?~i~i~~ by. ~a.c.i~t.ating
'.r co~1:1nity. Additionally,
liy ~I;l~!"?~en_t anq the.?se

:-:; .'.. :.. ,-

: , ; , .' : ..'

le Down~o\vn area, staff
m the new DC Downtown~hborhood 

Transition 1-

~

ProDosedZoningDistricts':-:" "0 0 0 .0 0

:' ':.-:7 ';.:-:'~ o:~.:._: ..:'~'.,.o._~~o...::"~~~"--o:, -,~-~'~ ~o:-:""o:-.'-::~.",.': -

In order toO focus' on ~e most irnIriediite needs of development for tl
proposes-to °replace the three existing DO\Vnto~vn zoning districts WI
Commercial district,' and the DC-NTl Do\vnto\vn ComInercial-"Nei'i

~
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..I 
regulations associated wj~
each distri9t. ' ,"" , ."

.

district. Both.proposed districts have a distinct p1lIpose and set 6
them. .The following par~graphs explain the specific proposal fOJ

DC Downtown Commercial Zon ing "District

..
The DC Do\vnto\Vri.CQmmercial zoniIlg. district aSPTbpos.eci is inte~ded-to' ~plein~nt 'the goal~

.-.and policies of the San Jose 2020 Ge?e.ralPlan and.theaccepted Downtown Strategy p'lan 200()
by promoting'Downtowri as the center of th~ .Citj' 5 economic,; gqveniirientaf :aJid cultUral.
.activi.ties~ Below is a bri"efoverview of the proposed regulations uilci"ertheDC D"owPtown

..." , ".." "Conunercial zomng dlstnct." " " ...'. '.;: .",.. ':' .-

:n~rcial ozoning district reflect
° 0 cO '

~ pennittyd as-of-right..

~d iri°thenew DC district with
0' 0: 0-0 .: ° ,:' o~ ; -~ ;, 0 .0

°

1:S are aliowed with .a Special

...Lrice 
standards tfJ aid in the

:. :.

" , City ~istoric.Landmarks or th~
oks Commission for. ',. .lines 

and s~ch. i_andrn~~ ot

" .,:. ., '0: .' -o' ';:., ;'.! '.. -The proposed use regulations in the DC Do\VI!t6w:n C~m

o. -: uses that 'are typical of. a downtown and many of them .arc

.' The I;>ownto\vnGround Floor Use regUlations are ibclud~
" '. ...' minor modifications.:::":' :.'" '.':, ':,'..' :;:~.

..
.Mixed-use are ~llowed'as~of':'rigbt and Live 'Vo.rk.'p~ojec

Use"Permit as opposed to requiring a CUP or PD Zoning

.Live-work developments are guided by specific perfo~,
development process: .' c '~'; : ,. 0 ;. .

., Parking requirerrientsreflect the City Council approved D9\Vnto'wn Parking Manageme:Iit

.Plan: .' ..'. c:;.,:. .'

..Incentive for the renovation. b£:~!storic:stiucttires' included by moe8;Ii~ of a'reduction iIipax:-kin~.require~ents.. -" .~ ~:. ',. : :. ". " '"

..New construction of tall structUres in'close proximity to
ruslOric, districts .is to be referred to the Historic Landma:.
recommendations as to compatibility with adopted .guide

district.."' .-., : , ,

.New construction over 150feet in height and with a F AJt of 60r greater would be
.reviewed by the Planning Director on the basis of the desIgn with an appeal to the Cit) , '..

Counci~ rat~er than the ~l~nrii~g Commission~ This would take the place of the curre:lt
..height and bulk waiver proc.ess \viththeCourlcil. .c;.: ,.:-7' :': .., ..

::-;'~~.-.;":". '..':'.'.:.."::... ..'._."".'--:..:"".'-:':";" I
'DC-NTj Downt;'!V~ Comme~qia~:-!'leighborh.oodTransitiQn.l :?on(~g Districi~ '., ,': ...1..

~~.- ..;. -:"'-"'.._,'-~.'..,::'_." ,..:.::...:-..;-:.:-..,.:':; , '. ..
The intent of the DC-NTI Downto\Yn Commercial~Neighborhood Tr~sition 1 'Zoning Distrlc:t is. .:

to implement the goals and policies of the Market-AlmadeIj N~ighb,C?rJl~o~ ~:proYement Plar.,-adopted 
by the. City Council in March of 2003. "The provisions propose<;l.for~is"distri~t ar~-

.0 designed to assure an appropIjate transition between the high:'densiry dev~1op~~nt ofDo...vntc)\"YI1
and the adjoining residential. neighborhoods. The proposed use allowances dif~er'fr6m the D1:

..zonin'g distric~ by. prohibiting uses, such- as entertai~ent establis~.ents~' th'eaters', automobill~
...""'" .'. -.

uses; and parking lots. that have been deemed inc~IiIpatible.wiotllthe)ow-~ensi~ !,esidentlal.
-.neighborhood in the Market-Almaden .area. .The proposed'heighf and setba'ck re~lations for the

D~-~Tl di,stri_c:;t have been designed to make a smooth transit~l)n from'thehigliei' density'
.downtown to the lower-density residential neighbo~hood. The lower height allowances,

-
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e20

:Pecsign Review.ofPr.o~ects pve! l~Ofeet.'in'l!~i~hta~d an FA}~of~:.l.
'.;. .': --.'.: .-" .: :~.~.;.' ;. ".,. i,.. ..."

.The c~e;I:it ZQnjpg r~~lati6n~i~ effect in .tlie Do"WIltown Core related to hei~t and floor area
ratio'cFAR) allow for. the ~ity Council to, consider a height and 'bulk' waiver for any project that
exceeded aFAR of3:1 or a height over 100 feet or eight stories. ;This regulation has been i~
plac~ with no modifications since the early 1960's and.is more reflective of a time when hi~- ,
rise dev~lopment.in San, Jo..se w_a~ the~X,~eptiqn. Tod~y; hi~-nse development is encouraged in.the 

Downto\\rn,'oand'the maj Orltj' of the hi~-rise proj ects Iequir~: the additional approval from 1 he
.City Council for increased hei~t and FAR. The proposed r:egulatioJ:}s mclude modifica!ion jo' .
this approv'alprocess by increasing the ~eshold for projects tha.t.~pe- City Council would'
consider, ap~_jntegrating this City Council action into the peI"ffil: p;rocess by designating the Ci"'y
C~~cil as the appeal body for the"' development perinlt issued .b" the flannmg Director after it
has been reviewed for desi~: In doing this, fe:wer pro] ects wou,d ~equire City Council
consideration and for.t1lose that'would,' the review is limited to t lat of.an appeal hearing rather
than an additional pr<:>cess ~q:t:I~ streamlining tlie overall approval time. .

...'. ..'. .-' '. ..

"'. ...
As proposed, the threshold rev.iew and approvaJ would be raised
a"FAR of3:1 to a minimum 01150 feet and aFAR. of6:1. Uncle
rise projects comparable to the Adobe T~wers and the MarriottF
Development Permit granted by the Director of Planning or Exec
Redevelopment "as appropriate.- An app.eal of this permit would, ~
decision of the Council would be final. The table below presents
Downtown, existing and proposed, and their. respective height an

from am~um ~f 100 feet 0 ~r 
t.h"e proposed threshold, high-[otel 

would require a Site.utive 
DiJe.ctor of

:0 to the City Council where the
a survey of buildings

dF.A.R.

Do,vnto,vn-BuildinQ Hei2ht and-Bulk Su-rvev
I BU:ildin~ Name Height (Feet)

, 

Floor Area Ratio

,

~

.68

.92

136.
.175

.:230.

-~
266
267

273
280
280

'~~.'~: I Fiinnont Hotel c;--::-;~

-I.Maniott City Center
~ Adobe Towers" ., San Antonio Blo~k 2.(proposed)

I Boston ProDerties Bldg.3 .~ "-,

2.1- -

7,2
8.2
6.7
3.3 .,-

9.8 .

10.3 -

7.0_- -

11.2-

11.7 : 6.9
""::::-I Sobrato Tower

r'. r-
\. (

-."..,
PLANNING COMMISSION
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HistorIc Resources

First, the constiuctio;n .of neyv -bui.14.ings greater than 150 feet and~}
City Landmark or contributing structure in a historic district would 1

Landmark$ Co~ssi9n (HLC) fora to advise the Director 6fPlanIJ
-as appropriate. _The Do\vntoV:r'n Zoning Regulations originallyproyj
.construction ~vit~} 09 .fe.et of a City Landmark or contributing stru
District would obtain a Cond~tio~al.Use Permit (CUP). The prop.os!
reql:IireiIlerit for referral to the Historic La,ndrnarks Comrriission and
pe1111it process of a CUP:.,

, '.
., _.' "..
~ AR of6within 1"00 feet 'of a

-

Je referred tothe'Historic
ling or PlariI1iIig' CoiriIi1ission
ded th.at ~ynew:. .""i..:.-
lctrir~of a City Laridmark
~d regulations now codify ,a

.;

drop the more.cumbersome

., ~.. : -.: -; "' .

:on~truction to confonp to
)u1d aid in'tJ1e rev~ew of new
n:l00 feeiof or in the histoz:ic
: new construction .would.
ructure or district while
Is to comments from Getting
opment and focusing the
I of.cbncepl on co.mpatibility
lrces, staff is propos~g .to.
t.exceeq 50% 6fexis.t~i :

esign guidelines, or in the
lards for the Treatment of
f use in a landmark structure

Df the proposed zoning:rallaridm~rk status.) .

..' ., ;

.;.:.~:.;:.:.,':..,.,..;':_::,":.:;'... '~;:.:.'"
.':In addition, .staffpropos~s to include a provision that requires new c

gUideli~es or po~i.cies approved by the City Council, if any. This vi(
dev:eloP:men.~ '?(itbin one .hundred. feet of bistoric structures or"\vithi

district:.1he.ne~ effe.ctofthe proposed change is to ensure that. that
have a set of standards to evalua.te a project adjacent to landmark s1
promoting a more streamlined penI1itting process. This also responc..Families 

Back to Work by defining a more certain process for devel

...foriI1~lrefe,rr~l prbce:ss <:>? those projects with. the greatest Ii}:celihooc
..In.an effort tq encourage the preservation oftpe Gity!s historic reso;

exempt additiops. to l~ridmark' structUres w~ere the addition does no
.-_square footag~provldedthat the addition co~fonI1.S to "the relevan~ d

case where guideline.~ do not ~pply, the SeGretary of Interior's Stanc
Hi~toric Properties. Staff is al~o proposing to exempt any change 0:
from the parking requirements. (Landmark structures for purposes I
amendment are those buildings that have received city, state or fede

~
~., '. .

Mix~.d. .Use. .£Z.nd Liv~l!~ ork.Proj~cts ..
.-.' ; ---~. :. ' , .: ~ -",

Under the existing' code, s.ome types of mixed-use developments arl
Condition~l Use Permit or through a Planned Development Zoning.
revisio?s no.,:-y allows all major types .6f:mixed':uses with a Site De-v
Addit_~~na,lfY) Live(W 9!~ d~ye!opI:n;ents.previously subj ect toa PI) "2
Special. Use Peffili~ granted by the Planning Director.'. ;:

c;J

, 

~.:: --' :- ...'-e 

allowed only with a
The proposed code

'el?pment Pe!Jnit. ~

:o~ng are;_-~l!~\~ed ~it_~_a,
'.

Parking Requirements

idopted Downtown Parking
As part ofthe:proposal,."staff

.om 1.5 to 2.8 Spaces per 1000
(Wide requirement of 4 spaces
other maSs transit options.

,

llew mass transit pro] ects are.
D will go down to require less

.Propose~ c~anges to thepa:rki:ng requirements are reflective of the:
M":ina~'ement Plan ~dopted:by ~.e .City Council in November 2001;.
proposes to .increase the minimUm parking ~equirement for office fi
square feet of development. .This ratio is still below the current cit)
per 1000. .The proposed ratio reflects the presence of light rail and
s.erving the DOwntO\vI1? thus reducing the demand for parking. As]
completed including the Downtown East Valley or BART. this rati,
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~O

parking. Finally co~sis:tent wit~ the Parking' Management Plan,
requirements m1,ist be.provided off-site'.

l5% of office parking

..Staffis proposing to exemp~ .all retail from parking.requirerrient~.
the90~vnto~paricing demand is much lower than the rest of the
continue declining as newma~s transit is developed'~and more re~
custo~ers of doWntown retail. bu$iness may a4eady be in fue arec
through the use'of mass.~ran.sit; ,or during off -p"eak hours (~veriing
'surpl':1s:ofparking. Inthecas~ of businesses that. do gener~te a hi
pu:t;>lic parkingfacilit~es can Sl,iPPQrt theii-custor:nerneeds. "

"Parking studies indicate that i Q
Ci"ty 3Jld is ~xpected to' .' "iidentiaI_.linits'are' 

hui.It. Many
l through \york or residence,
1\veekend) when tliere is a

gher parkin~ derri"and,existing

Up to a 15% reduction in parking. req1iirements will be all<;>wed fa.(TDM) 
programs outlined in the Parking Manager:J;lent ~lan: This

as Ecopass, parking cash-out, carpool alternate work schedules, Ii
This rea.~cti.on is consistent with the TDMprograms recoIrimend,
P~king Ma,nagement Plan. Additionally parking coliid be ptovid
within walking distance or as part of a j oint development with the

~r Travel Demand Managemen1: 
would include measmessuch

desharing and telecoIriintiting.ed 
in the Council approved:ed 
either at the project, off-site

City. :

,I'ould 
be allowed for mixed-use~ld 

.not adversely impact t1:Ie:li~ble 
for this red.uctio.nwoulc:

use t~e majority.ofpa.rki~g. .

and \veekends_" This reduction
anagerileIit Plan; and is" .:vise 

be built in San Jose:LPdating 
bofu building. andplates 

(i.e. less than 10,000
Lre footage from the parkingposed 

.on a smalilot, only the
>j ect to parking requirements. .

Additiqnal reducti.ons of up to 3~%ofthe total parking required "
proje.cts w~ere.it could be sho\vn that,the reduction in parking. wo
suITounding area, Examples of mixed-use proj~ct. th~t might be e
intlude te'sidentialloffice.projects where offi.c.eworkers gener:ally
during the day and residents use the majority of parking on nights
is great.er.than t~e.150;0 reduction recorn:rnended in the Parking M:
designed to encourage major mixed-use.pr.°jects that might other';
To support construction on small.lots given the difficulty accomrr
parking, staff proposes to exempt new structures with small floor
square feet) and less than 30,000 square feet in total building squc
requirement. If a building over 30,000 square feet were to be pro]
additional ~quare footage beyond 30,000 s~~~r~ ~e~t would.be s~[.

.., ,. , ".. ..cJ

Ground FlO~I:.R~tail " ._'.:' -: :' .~ '.

-..,-.

The Ground. Fl<:>or R~~ailpro'yisions remain essiBtiaIlyurichanged
coITe.ctioris made to interg;rate these proyisions into.the Do\vntoWn

..
.'"

, \~t~ minor ~e~h:I:rical
, .' , Zorung Code.. .

Other Issues

.

J meet design requirements'
r Disposition arid Developmentpublic, 

funds ~re ~~ed~ .sp~cial

l-.-.
lired by the Redevelopment
~s. These projects require a

:TheRedevelopment Agency will continue to require developers t<
est~blis1:ledin ~he.dev~lopment review process set forth in Agenc)
.and Owner Participation Agreements. .This will assure that when
design standards. ~an be established for a pt:oj ect.. .l -

;...:..J:,_:.~:.-::--; '-.: ..:..".,:.,:.-;..:..,.-
The Do~town Fa9ade Improvement Program utilizes architects]
A~e~cy to provide the final design drawings for d.o\vnto\vnfacadc
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ff 

level. Th~t process will-. -uiance 

and would be subject to

Council;app~b";;re4 ~~idelmes

..

CONCLUSION

The existing Downtown zoning district regulation~ are reflective of
'updated. .The proposed orqinance mak~s mo~ific~tions that reflect
Strategy Plan, the Do\vnto"\Yn P?Iking Management Plan, ~d the C
to economic development and smart grOwih. The proposed regulat:
developnieh.t process in the Do"\vntown, reduce development costs 1
processing, and e~courage the type of development envisioned .by t
plans arid policies in place today. -

: 

a time" past arid need to be "

the accepted Downto\vn:ity's 
CUITent policies relatedions 

serve to streamlrne the"
)y elimin~tmg unnecessaryhe 

City leaders in the maily

PUBLIC OUTREACH
~

Presentations have be~n made to the Downto\Vh Association Operat
staff of.the pO\\--ntO\Vh A~sociation, .th.e Market:-Almaden Neighbor}
(NAC), the PI~ing Department's DeveI9pers Roun.dtable~ the Hisi

C.ommission, Spartan Keyes NAC, as well as discussions \vith mem
Action Council of San Jose and staff from the Clo1amber ofCommen
on the proposed ordinance .has been posted to the Department of PIa
Enforcement's webpage, and the public hearing notice was publishe
14, 200~. Notices were mailed to affected. property owners as well.]

ions Committee, Executive

1004 Adv~sory Cornmit~eefolic 
Landmarks ""hers 
of the Preservation

:e. Additionally, inforn1ationnning, 
Building and Coded 

in the"Post Record on M.ay.n 
September.

"dl 

the Redevelpprnent

COORDINATIO~
..Q .

--Thi~ memo has been coordinat~d with the City Att{)I'neys Office and
Agency's General Counsel.. .

~~
San Jose 2020 General Plan EIR, Resolution #65459.

"\
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